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Abstract

The literature on voting participation suggests a number of factors that should
affect voter turnout differences including the legal incentives or hindrances acting directly
on individual citizens. In this study I examine registration laws and how they may play a
role in the stability over voter turnout between presidential and midterm elections.
Specifically, this research concentrates on classifying each individual state into groups with
easier and those with more strict registration requirements. With this done, I compared the
voter turnout for the 1990-1996 elections between the two groups. Also, I looked at the
drop-off rates in percentage of turnout for both groups. I found that the states with easier
registration generally had higher voter turnout than those with more strict registration
conditions. However, the results indicated that more people tend to fall out of the voting
process in states with easier requirements than those with more difficult voter registration.

Importance of Voting to Democracy

Faith in the strength of democratic principles is the foundation of American

political philosophy. No one other idea is planted so deeply in Americans than the belief
that their government is "ofthe people, for the people, and by the people." One ofthe

essentialingredients to ensure the prosperity of this belief is an informed, participatory
citizenry. A common measure of active participation is voter turnout. In fact, "for most

Americans voting is the sole act of participation in politics." (Campbell, Converse, Miller,
Stokes, 1960) However, individuals can also exert their influence through contacting their

elected officials, working on political campaigns, or protesting against issues important to
them.

All of these actions can be traced back or related to electing representatives to
government to speak on their behalf. Voting itself can be viewed as a way of reaching out

to officials or protesting decisions. Also, the strength of a democracy can be measured by
the voter turnout that takes place in elections. One danger of low voter turnout is that it

has the potential to undermine the legitimacy of a democratic system. For example, if a
low percentage of the public casts its vote, whatever outcome the election produces is not
an accurate representation of the true will of the masses. Donald Rogers notes that "some

observers suggest that so many people - particularly minorities and the poor - do not vote
that American government is no longer representative of all the people." (Rogers,1992)

That is why it is important to ensure that as many people as possible have the ability to
vote. Unfortunately, throughout American history there have been numerous obstacles to
this abilityfor many different groups.
The Struggle for Universal Suffrage

The Founding Fathers were very concerned about ensuring the success and

stability of their new government. So much so that they were willing to sacrifice the notion

of equality in order to protect what they saw as a vulnerable democracy. In fact, a close
look "reveals a perfectly inglorious record of discrimination, bigotry, ignorance, and

persecution" (Natchez, 1985). This elite thinking included a narrow approach as to who
should be able to participate in our democratic system. They were particularly worried
about the complications a wide-open pool of voters could develop. These included
ignorant or purely self-interested voters and unmanageable political factions. Therefore,
the Framers thought it best to allow for restrictions on who was allowed to vote. In fact,
the original version of the Constitution left the right to decide who should be able to vote
completely up to the states (Flanigan and Zingale 1994). Several amendments have been
added since that limit the states ability to keep people from voting, but for many years
several criteria were used to exclude various groups of Americans. Factors such as

property taxes, residency requirements, and literacy tests are examples of ways the right to
vote was withheld. Eventually some state legislatures and candidates themselves loosened
requirements, mostly for their own self-interests. Of course these early reforms only
pertained to white males.

The next group to become enfranchised were the African-Americans with the
Fourteenth Amendment granting national citizenship and the Fifteenth Amendment
eliminating voting restrictions based on color, race and previous servitude (Rogers, 1992).

While this was a huge step towards progress, blacks were not fully admitted into the
system until the Voting Rights Act of 1965 suspended literacy tests and a constitutional
amendment eliminated poll taxes (Flanigan and Zingale 1994). In regards to sheer size of
eligible voters, these developments were not as significant as the gaining of suffrage by
women. The Nineteenth Amendment that extended the right to vote to women in 1920
was, "by far the most dramatic increase in the number of eligible voters, roughly doubling
the size of the potential electorate" (Flanigan and Zingale 1994). The most recent
extension of suffrage was the constitutional amendment to lower the voting age to
eighteen.

These changes to the Constitution have virtually eliminated the use of race, gender,
and age as a means to discriminate against segments of the population by not allowing

them to vote. The progress has taken years of work, sacrifice by all parties involved, and
unfortunately the loss of many lives. But the success of these struggles by no means marks

the end of the efforts to strengthen democracy through increased participation. As Alexis
de Tocqueville commented in the 1830's, "the further that electoral rights are extended,

the greater is the need of extending them; for after each concession the strength of the
democracy increases, and its demands increase with its strength" (Rogers 1990). While
advances have been made to extend the right to vote to all Americans, there may still be
some obstacles to their participation in the process. The requirement to register before

being allowed to vote may be one such hindrance.
Registration and its Effects

With the elimination of almost all other barriers to voting, "registration and
associated residency requirements remain the most important legal restriction on voting

today" (Flanigan and Zingale 1994). However, the formality of registering before being
allowed to vote is not just a tool to exclude some otherwise qualified individuals.

Registration does serve the purpose of making voter fraud more difficult. It "allows timely
resolution of disputes over voter eligibility" (Katz, 1994) and gives us a way to study

political participation. On the other hand, many argue that it is a significant factor in the
decision of whether or not to vote. Robert Erikson claims that:

For most Americans the voting decision is a two-stage process. First, the eligible voter must
decide whether or not to register to vote. Second, the registered voter must decide whether or not
to vote (Erikson, 1981).

Many consider registering a big inconvenience for several reasons. Up until the "Motor
Voter" bill, individuals had to find a registrar to register them, they have to re-register
when they change residences, and many do not want to be called on for jury duty or traced

by bill collectors (Flanigan and Zingale 1994). As Rosenstone and Wolfingerpoint out,
"registration is often more difficult than voting." (Rosenstone and Wolfinger 1978). The

addition of another decision to make before voting, that of whether, or how to register, is

why "registration requirements are generally regarded as among the principal reasons why
voter turnout is lower in the United States than in any comparable country except
Switzerland" (Katz, 1994).

This concept supports Anthony Downs' theory described in his book, An

Economic Theory ofDemocracy (1957). He discusses the possibilitythat voters decide to
vote in the same way economic decisions are made. The factors involved in his analysis are
the possibility that a voter will effect the outcome by voting, the belief that one candidate
will be better for them than another, and what it costs to vote. Downs claims that people

calculate their own rational self-interest and if the costs of voting outweigh the possible
benefits of the outcome citizens will decide not to vote. The idea that people will vote if
the probability that their vote will make a difference (P), times the expected benefits (B), is
greater than the cost of voting (C), was first formally addressed by Gordon Tullock in his
Toward a Mathematics ofPolitics (1968). Riker and Ordershook (1968) focused more on
the probability the voters choice would make a difference, specifically concerning the

closeness of the election. Also, they added the concept of a citizen's sense of duty to vote
(D), considering that their vote may help the long-term condition of democracy even if
their short-term calculations indicated voting would not be the rational choice. This
resulted in a completed formula for determining whether or not to vote as: PB+D-C.
All of these theories have in common the importance of the cost of voting as a

factor in the voting decision. The opportunity cost of taking the time to register and vote,

added to the possibilitythat such efforts will not produce desired results, may discourage
people from participating. Since registration is one of the few remaining variables that
could increase the cost of voting, the effects of reducing the difficulty to register should be
examined. Therefore, the debate turns to what would result from lowering this cost by
making registration less of a determinant. If these results are desirable, what would be the

best way of going about making a change?

Reducing Registration Costs

It would seem after the previous discussion concerning the importance of voting
and citizen participation to the survival of democracy, that every effort should be made to
make it as easy as possible for people to register and vote. However, some theorists claim
that this could actually have detrimental effects for society. According to Bernard
Berelson (1954) and the elitist theory, high voter turnout and political participation could

result in increased partisanship and "rigid fanaticism". He suggested that a deeply involved
electorate would complicate the process of governing by eliminating the "moderate

indifferencethat facilitates compromise" and eventually hinder the effectiveness of a mass
democracy. Berelson and the elitists argue that it is more important to keep the balance of
political power with the elected leaders (Niemi & Weisburg, 1993). To achieve this,
nonparticipation by at least some segment of the population is favorable.
In contrast, Jack Walker (1966) makes the point that low voter turnout may not

just encourage stronger leadership by elected officials, but may also lead to "complete

alienation from the system and alternate means of political participation" (Niemi &
Weisburg, 1993). Therefore, an increased cost of voting and, as a result, lower voter
turnout is actually dangerous. Walker suggests that if we rely on Berelson's argument, we

risk citizens turning to protest and possibly violence as a way to express their frustration.
He uses as an example the struggle of African-Americans to gain civil rights including the

right to vote. Also, he notes that this apathetic indifference could effect individual's way

of thinking about themselves, lowering their self-esteem and pride in their democracy.
Philip Converse (1964) seems to find a compromise between the two opposing viewpoints
by implying that the real problem is not nonvoters themselves, but those occasional

uninformed voters that sometimes decide to participate in the system. He uses the example
of the Nazi Party's rise to power as the danger an uneducated, normally apathetic
electorate can pose.

Regardless of the merits of these arguments, the trend in recent years has been to
try to lower the cost of voting by making it easier to register. Many feel that by virtually
eliminating the first decision in Erikson's description of choices citizens make before
voting, that more people will become involved in the system. This was the goal ofthe
National Voter Registration Act of 1993, also known as the Motor Voter Law (Federal

Election Commission 1997). Supporters ofthis legislation sought to lower the cost of
voting by making registration more accessible and more uniform for all the states. It did so
by increasing mail registration, making registration available at most government agencies,
and relaxing laws concerning the systems of voter list maintenance. The bill has had some
success since its passage five years ago. In 1996, 72.77% of the voting age population

were registered, the highest percent since 1960 when the first reliable records were kept
(Federal Election Commission 1997).
Hypothesis

It is still left to be seen whether or not easier registration laws actually encourage

higher voter turnout and whether voters are likely to stay involved in the system over time.
The effect ofthe various voter registration requirements on voter turnout and political
participation in each state will be the focus of this study. Specifically I have two
hypotheses: 1) If registration is made easier, more people will turnout to vote and 2) easier
registration leads to less investment in participation. As discussed earlier, one of the
common theories regarding people's decision to vote is the cost of voting itself. It is

logical to assume that if making registering easier lessens this cost, then more people will
turnout to vote. Therefore, we can expect a larger turnout in cases where the obstacles to
registration, such as closing dates and purging from voting files, are not as prevalent.
The second hypothesis is slightly more complex. The theory behind it is that if
people do not have to go through as much to register, they will not have as great a stake

in voting. In other words, people that have put more effort into registering should be more
committed to their investment and therefore more likely to turn out election after election.

In this section, I classify each state according to the degree of difficulty of voter

registration. Four criterion are used to rank all states according to the relative difficulty of
their registration laws. These include: 1) whether or not mail in registration is allowed for

all voters1, 2) how many days priorto the general election are allowed before the closing

date for registration occurs2, 3) ifpersons are eligible for absentee registration3, and 4) if
there is automatic cancellation of registration for failure to vote after a length of time .
Every state is assigned a value for each category depending on the difficulty it imposes on
registering. A "0" value implies a lenient policy, whereas a value of "1" signifies a more

restrictive stance. Oncethe states have been assigned a valuefor each requirement, the
four criterion are summed so that an overall rank can be determined. This creates a

ranking variable that ranges from 0-3 with "0" being the most lenient and "3" being the
most difficult. In order to simplify the analysis, this ranking was dichotomized into two
categories where states with scores of "0" and "1" are considered easy states and those
with scores of "2" and "3" are considered strict states. Table 1 illustrates each state's

registration requirements according to these four criterion as well as their overall ranking.
Withthe states grouped in this manner, we can now examine the changes in voting turnout
between these two categories over the past four elections.
[Table 1 about here]
Overall Turnout by Dichotomized States: 1990-1996

Now that the states have been classified as a function ofthe difficulty of

registration, the differences in voter turnout between these two groups can be examined.

Table 2 illustrates the percentages of voting age population that voted in each of the past
four elections. This table shows as hypothesized, the states with easiervoter registration
requirements tend to have higher voter turnout than states that fall into the more difficult

category. In fact, states with easier registration have approximately 2 percent more
turnout on average in every election with the exception of 1994 where the average
difference between easy and strict states is only 0.32%.

Evidence of this could be seen by the states with stricter requirements showing larger
percentage increases in voter turnout between Congressional and presidential elections
than states with easier requirements. Also, stricter states would likely have a less
percentage decrease from Presidential to Congressional elections.
The first step in testing these hypotheses is determining the difficulty of

registration imposed on voters in each state. To do so, I develop a method for ranking
individual registration laws and separate the states into two categories: (1) those states
with easier registration requirements, and (2) those states with more stringent
requirements. With this done, we can examine the voter turnout for each state and how it

changes over the last four elections. The elections studied in this research begin with the
Congressional elections of 1990 and include the elections of 1992, 1994 and 1996.

We could expect one of three possible results. The first possibility is that states

with easier registration laws would have less of a change between elections, suggesting a
lower fluctuation of voters in and out of the system in these easier states - less in the

stricter states. This would support those who have pushed for lowering the cost of
registration because it would indicate that once people are registered they remain active in
the process over time.

We may find, however, that states with more difficult registration laws have a

higher rate of voter retention between elections. This would indicate support for the

"investment principle" that claims that if people go through the effort to register, they will
be more likelyto vote and the time they spent to register was not wasted.
The final possible outcome is that there is no definite relationship between the
difficulty of voter registration and the rate of voter turnout. The result of this null

hypothesis would suggest that some other factors are at work when people are deciding
whether or not to vote. Our first step in this process is to determine how the individual
states should be classified.

Classification of States by Registration Laws

The trend of higher average turnout for this group is consistent with the notion

that easier registration will result in more people voting. This would suggest that voter
registrationis a factor in whether or not people come to the polls on election day.
Therefore, easing voter registration requirements would seemingly lower the cost of
voting, thereby encouraging more people to vote according to the voting as a rational
choice theory.

Of course, many other variables play a role in a person's decision about whether or
not to vote. The particular candidates involved, the intensity of the race and as a result the

person's beliefthat their vote makes a difference, and the state's individual political
climate are just a few. That is why we now turn to the fluctuation in voter turnout

between elections to determine if there are any significant differences between easy and
strict states in their aggregate turnout rates between Congressional and Presidential
elections.

[Table 2 about here]
Differences in Voter Turnout

Table 3 displays changes in voter turnout between midterm and presidential
elections beginning with 1990. As the previous table makes evident, voter turnout is

consistently lower in midterm as comparedto presidential elections. This finding also
appeared in Michael Gant and Norman Luttbeg's American ElectoralBehavior (1991). In

their discussion about decline in political participation, they graph voter turnout for
Presidential and Congressional races, as well as those where a Governor is elected in the

off-year andthosewhere a Governor is elected in a presidential year. Consistent with my
data, the averageturnout for midterm elections hovers around the high thirties to low
forties, while presidential races tend to turn out about fifty percent. Therefore, the
percentages in the columns going from midterm to presidential are increases and the
percentages are decreasing in the presidential to midterm columns.
[Table 3 about here]
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One will immediately notice that the average for each column is almost two

percent higher for the easiercategory than the difficult category, with the exception of
1990-1992. This signifies that more people move in and out of the system in states where

registrationis easier as opposed to those where registration is more difficult. This

observation provides some support for the hypothesis that if people invest more effort in

becoming registered to vote, they will be sure to take advantage of that investment by
voting.

Two of the columns in particularare importantto studying this possibility. The

column that liststurnout differences for 1992-1994 is significant because it signifies a
transition from a presidential race in which voter turnout is high on average to the midterm
election in which there was a 'Republican Revolution". This column represents the case
in which the most people would be expected to drop in and out of the process. In other
words, there is the highest temptation to sacrifice the investment made in this scenario

because the benefits are not as obvious. As the table shows, the easier states lost

approximately two percent more voters than the difficult group in this instance.
The averageturnout difference column, on the other hand, representsthe overall

stability of the system. In this case, the states with easierregistration again lost more
voters between elections by about one and a half percent. This tells us that overall, the

states with easier registration seem to have more people drop out of the voting process in
midterm elections than those with more difficult voter registration.
Of course, both categories contain several states that appearto be outliers in this

formulation. For example, Louisiana and Wisconsin fall into the easy registration category
and yet theiraverage difference in turnout is twenty four percent. This number seems quite
high when compared to the rest of the category. The same is true for Hawaii and
Wyoming in the difficult category. These states have low voter fluctuation in and out of

the system compared to others in their group. Hawaii is especially interesting due to its
consistent voter turnout withintwo percent each election. After further research into
11

possible causes for these unique occurrences in outlying states, no one factor could be
found as a significant cause of their outcomes. Political climate in these states, or a
particular issue may have effected voter turnout in these instances.
One may also notice that the increase in voter turnout from 1990-1992 is much

higher than the turnout for the similar type of election in 1994-1996. One possible
explanationfor this result is the fact that the presidential race in 1992 broke the trend of

declining voter turnout and had a higherturnout in almost every state comparedto the
race in 1996. In fact, 1996 was "the first presidential election since 1972, when the

franchise was extended to 18-21 year olds, that voter registration rose whileturnout

declined" (Federal Election Commission 1997). This wouldjustify why the absolute

average is lower for the 1994-1996 column. With that said, we can now turn to analyzing
the implications of the differences in voter turnout between the categories and the impact
it may have on the shaping of public policy.
To determine if the absolute average difference in voter turnout ofthe easier states
is greater than that for the stricter states, a t-test was conducted. The t-test statistic was

1.15 when 1.67 was needed to be considered significant at the 95% level. Therefore, this

valuefor the t is not significant at this particularlevel of scrutiny and indicates that no

significant difference exists between easier and stricter states for this question.
However, this does not diminish the importance of the findings of the study. The
percentage of people dropping out of the process in the easy category can have a serious

impact on public policy. For instance, in 1994, the outcome of approximately forty
congressional races could have been different ifjust three percent more voters had turned
out on Election Day and cast their votes for the candidates that lost. In fact, several races
were decided by only hundreds of votes and the closest race in Connecticut's second

House district was determined by only twenty-one votes. There is the possibility that
turnout could have retained a Democratic majorityin Congress instead of the historic
Republican Revolution.
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These numbers suggest that the number of people who drop out of the easy
category could alter public policy drastically. If fewer people fell out of the system, as is

the case in the difficult category, the entire make-up of the United States Congresscould
be different. This is not to say that more people voting would definitely reverse the
decision of an election, but it does illustrate the potential a higher voter turnout has for
changing the way public policy is formed.
Conclusion

Several points have been made throughout this study. First of all, voter turnout is

important to the principle of democracy because it is a way for the people to express
themselves and it justifiesthe power givento elected officials. While some argue potential
disadvantages to higherturnout, many feel that the steady decline in turnout over the past
thirty years is detrimental to the health of America's democratic system.
Second, it has been discussed that there is beliefsthat lowering the cost of voting
will increase the number of people that turnout to vote. One of the costs focused on

recently has been the difficulty of registering to vote. Laws geared towards universal

suffrage and making registration more accessible, such as the National Voter Registration
Act of 1993, have had the goal of removing the difficulty of voter registration as a factor

in whether or not people decide to vote. They would appear to be successful due to the

higher voter turnout in states with easier voter registration. However, the tendency for
individuals to remain in the process over time is also important. This was examined by
looking at the differences in voter turnout from midtermto presidential elections and

comparing these differences between the two categories. The results show that the group
with easier registration laws seemed to lose about two percent more voters than those

with more difficult registration policies. Whilethese percentages were shown to be
statistically insignificant, the differences in voter turnout could have a definite impact on

the outcome of elections and therefore how public policy is shaped. With these findings in
mind, we must now turn to possible strategies for improving the current system.
13

Suggestions

It appears that the push to make voting easier and more open to everyone has been
relatively successful due to the higherturnout in states with easier registration. However,

the tendency for individuals to drop out of this group is troubling. It suggests that some
other factors, such as public opinion about government or individual circumstances

regarding voting, mayhavemore impact in determining whetheror not peopledecide to
continue voting and participating in politics.

The consequences of this possibility are twofold. It implies that the subject should
be studied further to find out which variables playa biggerrole in the voting decision,

such as media exposure, issue-oriented campaigns, or candidates themselves. Also, it may
be that the focus in regards to voter participation should be shifted from making
registration easier to keeping voters involved in the process once they are registered.
Perhaps, the passage of legislation to reform the way campaigns are currently run, such as
campaign finance reform, citizens will become less apathetic towards government. One of

the commonly heard complaints of voters is that there is too much money involved in
political campaigns andthat thosewithout money to contribute will be ignored. If a lawto
curb "soft money" donations and provide for free media access for candidates such as the

legislation proposed by Senators McCain and Feingold is passed, citizens may once again
feel like they play an equal role in the process. Also, free media time for candidates could

serve the purpose of making candidates more familiar to the voters and give them a better
idea ofthe options they have on Election Day.

Another way of handling this aspect may be a renewed strength and involvement in
the two-party political system. It could be the parties' responsibility to keep voters

informed and active in the political process. There are several methods for achieving this
goal. Oneis to be more aggressive in recruiting members in off election years. Also,
programs such as town hall meetings with elected officials and occasional issue

conferences could be useful in educating voters about the pressing concerns of the
14

government as well as the differences in parties and candidates. This way voters mayfeel
like their vote actually effects the way problems our nation faces are handled. If citizens

feel they are a more important part of making democracy work, theymay be more likely to
put forth the effort necessary to keep it successful.

1With the implementation of the National Voter Registration Act of 1993, the majority of
states allow mail-in registration. In fact, only five states, Alabama, Florida, New
Hampshire, SouthDakota, and Wyoming, do not allow voters to registerby mail.
Therefore, these are the only statesthat receive a 1 value for this category.
2The requirement of closing date before general election has a much largervariety of
responses. Several states allow for registration on election day, while others close thirty
days or more beforethe election. The median split for this category is 28 days, so all
stateswith a closing date 28 days or more before election day are given a difficult ranking
andthose witha closing date 27 days or lessbefore election day receive a lenient ranking.
3Most states allow absentee registration for all voters. However, there are a few states

that only allow for absentee registration for military and overseas citizens as required by
federal law. These states are considered the most restrictive as compared to statesthat
allow all persons to absentee registerand those that have several exceptions. Other
exceptions that allow absentee registration include religious reasons, disabilities, and being
out of state to name a few.

4Thefinal category, that of automatic purging for failure to vote, is dichotomized similarly
to absentee registration, in that any state with sometype of automatic purging is
considered restrictive. The states that do purge vary between those that cancel
registration after failure to vote for a certain number of years and those that base the
cancellationon failure to vote for a specific number of elections.
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Table 1. VOTER REGISTRATION LAWS BY STATE*

Mail registration

Closing date for
registration

registration

allowed for all

before election

allowed for

Absentee

voters

Value

(days)

Value

Alaska

Y

0

30

Arkansas

Y

0

Colorado

Y

0

STATE

eligible persons

Automatic cancellation

of registration for
Value

failure to vote

Value

Totals

1

0

6yrs.

1

2

30

1

0

4yrs.

1

2

29

1

0

2 General Elections

1

2

4yrs.

20

Delaware

jneral Elec

Georgia

30

Jection Cyc
4yrs.

Idaho

Indiana

29

Kansas

14

Louisiana

24

Maryland

29

2 General Elections

Massachus

Michigan

30

Mississippi

30

4yrs.
2 General Elections
1 Presidential Election

Montana

'HHKEZBHMKM H i

Nevada

New Jersey

Y

0

29

1

•

New York

Y

0

25

0

*

0

*

0

1

5yrs.

1

1

0

4yrs.

1

2

0

-

Ohio

Y

0

30

1

Oklahoma
Oregon

Y

0

20

0

*

0

2 General Elections

1

1

Rhode Island

Y

0

30

1

A

1

2 Federal Elections

1

3

South Dakota

N

1

15

0

*

0

0

1

Texas

Y

0

30

1

*

0

0

1

Vermont

Y

0

17

0

A

0

1

Washington

Y

0

30

1

A

0

2

Y

0

0

0

*

Wisconsin
Wyoming
LEGEND

I

0

1

1
0
u

-

-

-

4 yrs.

1

1

1 General Election

1

2 I

* All voters eligible for absentee registration
AAbsentee registration only allowed for special circumstances
such as military/overseas citizens, religious reasons, etc.
- No automatic cancellation from voter lists

** North Dakota is excluded from this study due to lack of voter registration

(Source: The Book of States 1996-1997, Volume 31, The Council of State Governments, Lexington, KY)

Table 2. Voter Turnout 1990-1996

New York
ahoma

Oregon

57.79%

South Daki

60.19%

Tennessee

39.73%

58.96%

Texa

57.04%

68.25%

Vermont

I

WestVirgini

50.65%

Wisconsin

68.99%

41.45%

57.43%

51.63%

59.86%

42.42%

52.89%

49.12%

41.32%

AVG for RANK

DIFFICULT

45.23%

38.30%

Afab

39.74%

Alaska

51.97%

66.18%

50.51%

56.85%

42.26%

55.16%

39.47%

44.66%

5.39%

Arkansas

39.10%

53.77%

39.45%

47.21%

44.88%

Colora<

41.29%

i°A

%

Hawaii

41.45%

43.07%

41.89%

40.46%

41.72%

39.39%

60.27%

36.95%

49. 25%

6.47%

37.75%

56.22%

37.45%

48 82%

45.06%

Mississippi

19.66%

54.17%

32.60%

45. 44%

7.97%

Missouri

34.75%

61.99%

45.49%

54, 02%

49.06%

56.67%

71.26%

57.70%

62.06%

61.92%

42.84%

61.91%

42.60%

54, 32%

50.42%

33.11%

54.22%

38.92%

49, 00%

43.81%

30.31%

46.21%

34.74%

41 56%

38.20%

Indiana

Ohio

2

Pennsylvan
South Carolina

2

Utah

56.38%

4' 93%

0.82%

54 77%

49.08%

Washington
Wyo

37.32%

60.89%

43.34%

48.63%

63.23%

59.48%

59 43%

57.69%

Florida

34.79%

51.38%

39.66%

48 00%

43.46%

Neva

37 41%

50 68%

35.53%

38 31%

0.48%

New Hampshire 3

34.26%

63.99%

37.89%

57 30%

48.36%

New Mexico

37.67%

53.52%

41.62%

43%

44.56%

Rhode Island

47.21%

58.44%

47.30%

51 96%

51.23%

24.25%

52.84%

41.42%

47 54%

41.51%

38.86%

57.71%

42.10%

49.86%

47.13%

AVG for RANK

3

Table 3. Differences in Voter Turnout 1990-1996

Rank

90-92 T/O Diff.

92-94 T/O Diff.

94-96 T/O Diff.

Avg. T/O Diff

Easy
)onnecticui
Maine

14.08%

Wisconsin

30.33%

27.53%

15.98%

24.61%

AVG

18.54%

17.44%

10.51%

15.50%

Difficult

12.08%
11.26%
12.25%

14.11%

